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nd ESTRO Forum 2013 S131 1.1+-0.66 mm (3D) interfractionally. The 3D RMS estimation of error correlated significantly with the distance between the two markers (p<0.001), with an R 2 of 0.59 for intrafraction errors, see Fig. 1 . Different motion trajectories of the markers due to breathing, was the main cause of intrafraction errors. As the interfraction error estimate was based on average positions during CBCT acquisition, the effects of breathing were be less pronounced, and errors were most likely caused by drift of markers, liver deformations, and variations in patient rotation.
Conclusions:
We have quantified the intra-and inter-fraction prediction error of liver fiducial markers. In general, during treatment, the position of a marker could be predicted with a 3D RMS error below 1.5 mm from another surrogate marker when the distance between the markers were less than 5 cm. Between fractions, there was an average 3D RMS error of 1.1 +-0.66 mm. (Lagendijk, 2008) . Volumetric (3D) MRimaging, however, is currently not fast enough to achieve the temporal resolution required for real-time beam steering. We therefore investigate two (fast) surrogate motion markers for pancreatic motion to be used in conjunction with (slower) 3D MRI. External monitoring by means of a respiratory pressure belt, is compared to internal tracking based on the motion of the diaphragm. Materials and Methods: 2D radial cine MR scans (bSSFP; TE/TR = 1.29ms/2.6 ms) were acquired in six healthy subjects during freebreathing (2m50s, 3 frames/sec). Scan planes were angulated parallel to the principal axis of motion. Simultaneously, the breathing signal was recorded using a respiratory pressure belt (surrogate 1). 1D MR navigators were simulated by tracking the cranial-caudal (CC) diaphragm motion on the 2D scans. Image analysis: Pancreatic motion is estimated on MR images, as reference data, using the optical flow algorithm, which has been successfully applied and validated for HIFU treatments (Roujol, 2011) . The diaphragm motion (surrogate 2) was assessed separate from the pancreas motion. Power spectrum analysis were used to give insight in the CC motion frequencies. To assess the agreement of the surrogate motion markers and pancreatic motion, a general linear model (GLM) was calculated using Y = βX + ε , in which Y is the pancreatic motion, β the parameter estimate, X the surrogate motion signal (diaphragm or belt), and ε represents the residual error. Z-statistics are calculated to determine the model conformity. Results: All power spectra show peaks at the principle respiratory frequency (Fig 1a) . However, significant low frequent components can be seen in the power spectra of the 2D cine-MRI and the navigator, whereas the respiratory belt shows only one small peak. Visual inspection of the data showed a global rigid body movement of the subject, which can not be detected by the belt. Both models showed good z-statistics for the pancreas. However, the residual error in the pancreas is much lower for the diaphragm surrogate (Fig. 1b and c) . This implies that the diaphragm moves rigidly in a CC direction with the liver and pancreas and is thus a better predictor for motion than the respiratory belt. As expected, both models showed high residual error for through-plane motion (e.g. intestines). Conclusions: This data shows that diaphragm tracking (which can be accomplished with fast 1D MR navigators) is a better surrogate for pancreatic motion than external monitoring using a respiratory pressure belt. Furthermore, left-right motion can be characterized (results not shown) using internal tracking, which is not possible using external monitoring. Therefore, external monitoring should be used with care in motion characterization and prediction models. Purpose/Objective: We have applied infrared (IR)-marker-based dynamic tumour tracking irradiation (IR tracking) with Vero4DRT (MHI-TM2000) clinically to lung cancer patients since September 2011. This study quantified the accuracy of the predictive model of IR tracking for lung cancer using log files. Materials and Methods: Before beam delivery, a predictive model (4D model), which correlates the displacement of IR markers on the abdomen with the three-dimensional (3D) position of a tumour indicated by implanted gold markers, is required. The IR and gold markers were monitored for 40 s with the IR camera every 16.7 ms and an orthogonal kV X-ray imaging subsystem every 80 or 160 ms, respectively. The 4D model predicted the future target position from the displacement of the IR markers in real-time, and the gimbaled xray head then tracked the moving tumour continuously, based on the predicted target position. In clinical practice, we updated the 4D model at least once during each treatment session to ensure predictive accuracy. This study evaluated the 4D modelling error (E 4DM ) and influence of the intrafractional baseline drift of the IR marker position on the predicted target position (E IR ). E 4DM was defined as the difference between the predicted and detected target positions during the modelling duration and E IR was defined as the difference between the predicted target positions generated from parameters of previous and updated 4D model. For E 4DM and E IR , the overall mean (M), systematic (Σ), and random (σ) errors were calculated from the log files of ten patients who underwent IR tracking. A total of 112 and 55 log files were analyzed for the E 4DM and E IR , respectively. Results: The respiratory motion amplitudes of the lung tumours ranged from 1.0-7.5, 4.7-28.5, and 2.4-10.5 mm in the left-right (LR), cranio-caudal (CC), and anterior-posterior (AP) directions, respectively. For the E 4DM , (M, Σ, σ) (in mm) were (0.0, 0.0, 0.4), (0.0, 0.0, 0.8), and (0.0, 0.0, 0.6) in the LR, CC, and AP directions, respectively. The local maximum E 4DM commonly appeared around the peak of the respiratory pattern (Fig. 1) . The median time elapsed until the 4D model was updated was 13 (range 2-23) min. For the E IR , (M, Σ, σ) (in mm) were (0.0, 0.3, 0.2), (0.2, 0.9, 0.5), and (0.4, 0.6, 0.3) in the LR, CC, and AP directions, respectively. If the 4D model was not updated in the presence of intrafractional baseline drift, the predicted target position deviated from the detected target position systematically (Fig. 1) .
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